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The present application is rejected for the reason stated in the Official 
Action dated June 9, 2004. 

The written opinion and amendment have been reviewed, but do not appear 
to overcome the reason for rejection. 



- Reason 1 

- Claim 3 

FIG. 1 in the publication cited in the previous Notification of Reasons for 
Rejection (Jpn. Pat. Appln. KOKAI Publication No. 06-163823; hereinafter, 
referred to as "Reference 1") shows an invention directed to a semiconductor 
integrated circuit device comprising a P-type substrate 10, an N-type well 12 
(corresponding to the first well of the present invention) formed on the P-type 
substrate 10, a P-type well 16 (corresponding to the second well of the present 
invention) formed in the N-type well 12, an N-type well 14 (corresponding to the 
third well of the present invention), and a P-type well 18 formed in the N-type well 
14, wherein an earth terminal GND 2 (corresponding to the bias potential) is 
connected to the P-type substrate 10, a power source terminal Vcc1 
(corresponding to the first power source means) is connected to an analog circuit 
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part (corresponding to the first functional circuit), and a digital circuit part 
(corresponding to the second functional circuit) is connected to a power source 
terminal Vcc2 (corresponding to the second power source means). 

The Applicant in the Opinion that the present invention differs from the cited 
inventions in that the present invention enables accurate concurrent parallel 
investigation of a plurality of functional circuits and concurrent parallel investigation 
of a plurality of semiconductor integrated circuit devices. However, the invention 
claimed in claim 3 falls under the category "product," and thus is compared with 
the invention disclosed in Reference 1 from the viewpoint of the "product." 
Further, claim 3 does not recite such investigation in terms of functions, and 
nowhere provides the recitation as to what particular investigation method is used 
to carry out the concurrent parallel investigation of a plurality of functional circuits. 
Thus, the Applicant's assertion is unacceptable. It should be noted that, even if 
the investigation is recited in claim 3 in terms of functions, in the case where the 
use of a product in such investigation is not recognized as the structure of the 
product, the present invention as claimed in claim 3 is still deemed to be 
indistinguishable from Reference 1. 

Accordingly, the present invention as claimed in claim 3 is disclosed in 
Reference 1 , and thus is unpatentable under Section 29 (1) (iii) of the Patent Law. 

- Reason 2 

- Claim 4 

It is merely a matter of design whether, in formation of an N-type transistor 
and a P-type transistor in one well as in Reference 1 , a transistor having a 
conductivity type inversed to that of the one well is directly formed in the one well 
or, as shown in FIG. 4 in the publication cited in the previous Notification of 



Decision of Rejection Page 3/5 

Reasons for Rejection (Jpn. Pat. Appln. KOKAI Publication No. 08-017941: 
hereinafter, referred to as "Reference 2"), a different well having the same 
conductivity type is formed in the relevant well, and the transistor is then formed in 
the different well. 

Thus, the present invention as claimed in claim 4 could easily have been 
made by those skilled in the art based on the inventions disclosed in References 1 
and 2, and thus is unpatentable under Section 29 (2) of the Patent Law. 

-Claim 10 

It is merely well known in the art to use a dedicated pad in subjecting a 
substrate to biasing. 

Thus, the present invention as claimed in claim 10 could easily have been 
made by those skilled in the art based on the inventions disclosed in References 1 
and 2, and thus is unpatentable under Section 29 (2) of the Patent Law. 

- Claim 1 1 

In the case where power source potentials used in individual circuit parts 
are different from each other as shown in FIG. 1 in Reference 1 , the power source 
potentials are individually controlled using dedicated power sources. 

Thus, the present invention as claimed in claim 11 could easily have been 
made by those skilled in the art based on the inventions disclosed in References 1 
and 2, and thus is unpatentable under Section 29 (2) of the Patent Law. 

- Claim 12 

The analog circuit and digital circuit disclosed in Reference 1 , of course, 
comprise an output terminal. 
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Thus, the present invention as claimed in claim 12 could easily have been 
made by those skilled in the art based on the inventions disclosed in References 1 
and 2, and thus is unpatentable under Section 29 (2) of the Patent Law. 

For the above reasons, the present application is rejected. 

The following respects do not constitute this Decision of Rejection, but 
should be considered when the Applicant appeals against the Decision of 
Rejection. 

Claims 1 and 2 recite the feature that a memory circuit is comprised of a 
first functional circuit and a second functional circuit formed by a multiplexed well. 
However, it is unclear whether the "memory circuit" is defined to include a memory 
cell and a peripheral circuit or to include a memory cell alone. Namely, it is 
unclear whether the first function al circuit is designated as the memory cell and 
the second functional circuit is designated as the peripheral circuit, or both the first 
and second functional circuits are memory cells. Further, note the following 
respects. If the memory circuit is used in the former meaning, it is a well-known 
technique to form a memory cell and a peripheral circuit by different wells as 
disclosed in Jpn. Pat. Appln. KOKAI Publication No. 6-85200. Thus, the present 
invention as claimed in claims 1 and 2 would be obvious to those skilled in the art. 
On the other hand, the problem to be solved by the present invention of accurately 
testing the respective properties of a plurality of functional circuits having different 
properties is in no way satisfied in the case where the memory circuit is used in 
the latter meaning. 

It should be noted that the limitations in claims 5 to 7 are not deemed to 
limit the features regarding the investigation, that no particular difficulty would 
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generally be found in merely integrating internal voltage generating circuit 
irrespective of the investigation, and thus that the present invention as claimed in 
claims 5 to 7 would be obvious to those skilled in the art. 

It should be noted that the limitations in claims 8 and 9 are not deemed to 
limit the features regarding the investigation, that no particular difficulty would 
generally be found in merely controlling the on/off of a circuit in order to suppress 
the power consumption irrespective of the investigation, and thus that the present 
invention as claimed in claims 5 to 7 would be obvious to those skilled in the art. 

The present invention as claimed in claims 13 to 15 relates to an 
investigation method, but the features of the wells for constituting the functional 
circuits are not limited to the features recited in claim 3. Accordingly, the 
invention as claimed in claims 13 to 15 is not deemed to relate to a method of 
investing the invention of claim 3, and does not have any of the relationships 
stated in Section 37 of the Patent Law. Thus, the present application does not 
fail to meet the unity requirement. 

The present invention as claimed in claims 16 to 18 relates to an 
investigation device, but the features of the wells for constituting the functional 
circuits are not limited to the features recited in claim 3. Accordingly, the 
invention as claimed in claims 16 to 18 is not deemed to relate to an investigation 
device for investing the invention of claim 3, and does not have any of the 
relationships stated in Section 37 of the Patent Law. Thus, the present 
application does not fail to meet the unity requirement. 
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